"Your Blues Ain't Like M y Blues": Race, Ethnicity, and Social Inequality in America Introduction
Our charge is to reflect on the study of social inequality in sociology. The breadth of this assignment is virtually overwhelming, encompassing as it does the wide range of hierarchical systems and relationships in society based on factors as varied as social class, gender, race, education, ethnicity, age, income, language, and region-to name but a few indicators. To make the task more manageable, we restrict our attention to racial and ethnic inequality. Interestingly, as we reviewed the research record, evaluated key statements and anticipated future directions in the study of race and ethnicity, we found ourselves led inexorably to consider connections across and between the various hierarchical systems operating in mode m society. It became apparent that race and ethnic inequality reflected, and were in turn reflected in, the broader reality of social inequality in modern society. However, while we recognize the interconnections between racelethnicity and other stratification systems in society, we also recognize the unique significance, status, and power of racelethnic identity as "anchor" or "master" factors in the U.S. system of "racialized" social inequality. America's unique racial and ethnic reality was shaped by a history that included the enslavement of Africans, the conquest of Indians and Mexicans, the exploitation of Asian and other nonwhite labor, and pastand continuing-raciallethnic discrimination. More generally, a fundamental aspect of the American experience (and some would argue, the American character) has involved commitment to, embrace of, and engagement with the philosophy of White Supremacy (Takaki 1990; Mills 1997; Lubiano 1998; Zia 2000) .
Race and ethnicity are socially constructed identities that vary across time, space, situation, and perception. It is this particular quality that introduces ambiguities into the debate on the significance of these identities in contemporary societies. Ultimately, the debate revolves around questions about which aspects of modern society provide the structural and cultural basis for the persistence of race and ethnicity, and whether or how such determinants continue to operate WALTER R.ALLEN
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today. Inevitably such debates require that we examine whether race and ethnicity continue to hold significance for a person's life chances and life outcomes in contemporary America. An emerging orthodoxy answers an emphatic "No!" (Wilson 1980; Thernstrom and Thernstrom 1997) . In this worldview, race is neutral and ceterus paribus-"all other things being equalM-(e.g., social class), the woes or "blues" of a black person are the same as those of her white counterpart. Yet we contend that such perspectives originate from narrow and simplistic conceptualizations of social inequality on a broader level.
Historical Perspectives on "Social Inequality"
The study of social inequality has been the "stock and trade" of sociology since the discipline's earliest days. Each of the acknowledged "fathers" of the discipline puzzled on some level about the origins, form, and consequences of social inequality in society. Karl Marx emphasized economic inequalities, drawing sharp distinctions between the classes that owned the means of production and those who sold their labor. Like Marx, Max Weber saw economic class as a key marker of social inequality. However, Weber also argued for the importance of status and power as additional hierarchical factors that determined social inequality. Emile Durkheim mobilized these early sociological views of social inequality to investigate and understand empirically the consequences of social inequality for human outcomes. His research on suicide, religion, and social organization examined how structured, hierarchical relationships produced patterned and distinct outcomes-read unequal outcomes. Thus it is that a noncritical reading of foundational perspectives in sociology could lead one to conclude that the discipline, from its earliest years, has adequately addressed the concept of social inequality. Marx, Weber, and Durkheim each speak to aspects of social inequality; taken together, their perspectives provide useful, although not sufficient, lenses on the phenomenon. It is striking to note the relative absence of attention paid by Marx, Weber, and Durkheim to race as a key aspect of social inequality. Where these founders did deign to address race, they did so generally to dismiss its significance (e.g., Marx characterized raceiethnicity as superstructure; Weber believed that race/ethnicityls significance would fade away in the "light" of modernization).
The omission or dismissal of race by Marx, Weber, and Durkheiln in discussions of social inequality is startling alongside the writings of their contemporary, W.E.B. DuBois, who boldly declared that "the most significant problem of the twentieth century is the problem of the color line." DuBois's conclusion certainlv encompassed the national experience of the United States, a country founded on racial slavery, racial conquest, and White Supremacy. However, DuBois also clearly believed this conclusion held international relevance in a world where white, European nations were in that exact moment engaged in imperialistic conquest and colonization of nonwhite, non-European people in the far-flung corners of the worldAsia, the Pacific, Africa, and Latin America (Hochschild 1998 critical "social fact" of race when race was at the center of forces that were changing the very face of their worlds-both at hotne and abroad! Why, then, this curious silence about the concept and its expressions/conseq~~ences in late nineteenth-centurv E u r o~e ?
At the other extreme from the "silence" of sociology's three acknowledged "giants" was DuBois, who emphasized the primacy of skin color and racial identitv as a basis for social inequality. In tour de force works such as The Suppression of the Slaue-Trade (1896) and The Philadelphia Negro (1899), DuBois's perspective ultimately cross-cut and overlapped the other social hierarchies (e.g., social class, culture, gender). He explicitly rejected biologically based, Social Darwinistic arguments that viewed blacks as innately inferior to whites. Instead, like Durkheim, DuBois argued that the explanation for human outcomes was best sought in cultural and social structural factors, rather than in individual, biological characteristics. Like Marx, DuBois acknowledged the power of econotnic factors to shape human reality; like Weber, he also saw economics as working in conjunction with social status and Dower to s h a~e human reality. However, writlng from the situs of a black'tnan in racist ~m e r i c a and drawing from his international experiences with colonialisln and global capitalism, DuBois could not ignore the significance of race atnong the combination of factors that defined, created, and perpetuated social inequality.
The Contemporary Debate on Race
A historical analysis of race relations in the United States generally underlines the significant role that race has played in structuring relations among different groups. However, explanations for such sentiment tnay vary considerably-whether it be theorles on class conflict, ethnic adaptation, nationalist hegemony, or racial formation (Omi and Winant 1994) . In recent decades, however, social experience and the sociological literature on race have diverged over the continuing significance of race in the lives of the nation's racial minorities. One strand of thinking, with William Julius Wilson as its most widely recognized proponent, em~hasizes how class conflict and economic restructuring has led to the "declining significance of race" in contemporary American society (Wilson 1980 In the United States, the contemporary debate on race has been affected largely by major cultural and structural transformations that have occurred since the 1960s Civil Rights era. Among other things, these changes include dramatic shifts in the class structures of nonwhite communities, the growing presence yet continued invisibilitv of Asian and Latinola Americans, and the changing nature of racial attitudes and social relations among various ethnicIracia1 groups. The early Civil Rights movement of the 1960s brought many substantive gains to communities of color, in terms of knocking down legalized forms of segregation and racial discrimination. While a small but nonetheless significant number of middle-class -people of color have taken advantage of these changes, the elimination of legal barriers has done little to improve the welfare of the larger majority of more marginalized people of color who continue to be mired within the historically enforced grips of poverty, broken families, and resource-deprived urban communities. The participants in the contemporary debate over race are thus divided over whether such class differences naturally portend deeper class divisions and conflicting socioeconomic interests (thus leading to the decline of race) (e.g., Wilson 1980) or whether the socioeconomic fates of the middle class are still intertwined with the fates of the "underclass" due to the persistent significance of race in the public mind (e.g., Omi and Winant 1994) .
Within the context of these changes, a new -debate on the significance of race began to take form, captured in Wilson's widely debated works The Declining Significance of Race ( 1980) and The Truly Disadvantaged (1987) . According to Wilson, the period of progressive modernity between the post-World War I1 era and the present has witnessed a number of significant transitions, which led to the "declining significance of race" and the consolidation of class divisions in the economic sector. During the 1960s, the state, which had in the past supported or ignored racial inequalities, became a powerful and independent actor in promoting the dismantling of discriminatory laws due to the increasing political empowerment of the black community and the onset of the Civil Rights movement.
However, Wilson argues that these political changes have primarily served the interests of the black middle class and have done little to improve the declining conditions of the growing black "underclass" (1987) . He argues that the occu~ational differentiation of the black community in the post-1960s era closely resembles that of the white community, such that racial conflict no longer exists in the economy but rather resides in the political arena. Thus, says Wilson, the life chances of blacks are determined primarily not by racial differences, but by economic class position.
Contrary to Wilson's interpretation of American politics in the post-Civil Rights era, other scholars argue that racial contest in the political arena reasserts the privileges of white Americans over racial minorities and also affects policies that shape the economy (Bobo and Smith 1998; Jaynes and Williams 1989; Omi and Winant 1994; Sears 1988) . Inner-city neighborhoods continue to suffer from chronic poverty, declining standards of living, high rates of unemployment and criminal activity, and underfunded schools due to the absence of substantive federal aid programs since the 1980s (Darity and Myers 1998; Jaynes and Williams 1989; Farley and Allen 1987; Wilson 1996) . The dissolution of leftist politics since the 1960s has paved the way for the Far Right and neoconservatives to attack social services and prominority programs (Gitlin 1993) . With the elimination of legal barriers to integration and mobility, white Americans backed by the neoconservative wing have used the image of a "colorblind" society to block legislation based on so-called "reverse discrimination (against whites)" that are directed at improving the still marginal status of the nation's racial minority populations (Klinkner 1999; Bobo and Smith 1998; Omi and Winant 1994) . Under the Reagan and Bush administrations, these new "reartic~~lations of race" were accompanied by cutbacks on welfare programs, affirmative action policies, social services, education, health care, and pro-minority business branches-the effects of which have yet to be remedied (Omi and Winant 1994) .
As an alternative to the monolithic approach to race, numerous works have begun to delve into the changing nature and continued significance of race in the present day. According to Omi and Winant (1994) , the meaning of race arises in ideological and discursive practices around which both the macrolevel social structure and microlevel everyday situations are organized. Omi and Winant, as well as other leading scholars in this field, acknowledge the increasing significance of class in contemporary stratification systems, yet argue that such transformations have merely changed the ways in which racism is manifested, structured, and sustained. For instance, while the social movements of the 1960s facilitated the etnergence of a new "racial state," the disintegration of the New Left and the strengthening of the Far Right (and their counterparts, neoconservatives and neoliberals) have deleted race from public discourse, despite the endurance of racial inequalities across class lines. Omi and Winant are confirmed in this judgment by scholars such as Mary Pattillo-McCoy (1999) , Dalton Conley (1999) , Philip Klinkner (1999) , Melvin Oliver and Thomas Shapiro (1995) , Mia Tuan (1998 ), Yasuko Takezawa (1995 , and William J. Wilson (1996) . Hence, a comprehensive analysis on contemporary stratification systems must incorporate a more sophisticated and dynamic approach to race and ethnic relations.
Reconceptualizing Race at the Crossroads of Multiple Hierarchies
The underlying assumption in many traditional works on social inequality is that race is a fixed trait that may be measured and used as an "additional" variable for understanding social inequality. Furthermore, race itself is defined, conceptualized, and measured with limited techniques within a dichotomous framework, leaving little room for understanding the complex nature of today's diverse society. Moving beyond such unidimensional conceptualizations of inequality, recent works on intersectionality and multiple oppression politics have advocated a different approach that emphasizes the dynamic, independent, yet intersecting quality of race in relation to other systems of oppression (Cohen 1999; Crenshaw 1989; Collins 1998; King 1988) . The insights and methodological techniques derived from this new field of inquiry offer an improved framework within which to understand the complexities of social inequality.
The fundamental premise for this new field of multiple intersectionality is that social inequality, like the socially conceived bases upon which it is built, should not be perceived or measured as a singular, fixed object but instead as an evolving, multidimensional process that is constantly adapting to the different contexts in which it is embedded. This process is organized upon multiple, intersecting hierarchies of race, ethnicity, nationality, class, gender, sexuality, religion, nativity, and other hegetnonic systems, which determine and pervade the status, lived experiences, and collective dynamics of both marginalized and empowered groups. Not surprisingly, the first theoretical articulations of this theory originated from the voices of the "marginalized within the marginalizedn-that is, women of color, especially black feminists and lesbians.
Within this framework, each hierarchical system is conceived as a~~tonomous both and overlapping with other systems, yet the degree to which each system may influence the material lives of social actors is not linear, homogeneous, nor universal. That is, depending on the context and the way in which they are organized and applied, different stratification systems are themselves hierarchical and diverse in effect. King (1988) reveals that the significance of race, class, and/or gender in detertnining the socioeconomic status of black women varies, depending on which group to which they are being compared (e.g., black men, white women) and how status is being measured (e.g., income, education). Furthermore, each system of hegemony operates in different ways within other systems of stratification. For instance, Collins (1998) compares gender subordination within racial and class hierarchical systems with racial subordination within class and gender hierarchies, discussing how such differential exploitation affects possibilities for cross-structural collective mobilization. In the former case, the strategy of control relies on the dependency and close proximity of women with men, which is reinforced by the historical exclusion and separation of women according to race, class, and nativity, among other things. In the latter case, the "ghettoization" of races shapes the experiences of individuals in ways that increase the likelihood of racial solidarity across class and gender. Particularly in the case of the "marginalized within the marginalized," subordination within multiple political spheres leaves such groups with only four options: accept their subordinate status within a single-axis sphere (e.g., race only, gender only), create their own small niche at the risk of disempowerment within the broader realms of mainstream politics, negotiate ainong multiple political spheres, or refrain from participating in politics altogether. Thus the dif-ferential modes of exploitation are relevant to understanding the dynamics of collective solidarity and mobilization specifically and the exercise of power in America more generally.
On one hand, hierarchies built on race, gender, class, and other political identities may operate and affect social actors independently from other hierarchical systems, depending on the context and variable being examined. On the other hand, the multiple systems of inequality are also interdependent: First, the different hierarchical systems may work together to shape the experiences of dominant and subordinate actors. Second, the multiplicative effects of marginalization is such that subordinate status within more than one hierarchical system will not only add another dimension to disempowerment, but also increase and intensify one's marginalization overall. Finally, marginalization in one hierarchical system may indirectly affect one's status within other hierarchical systems. Thus, darker-skinned blacks and Latinolas have both lower in-and out-group socioeconomic status. (Allen, Telles, and Hunter 2000) . As another example of how these interrelated systems work, Espiritu (1997) shows that historically U.S. capital has benefited from the racial division of labor, which decreases the worth of Asian-American labor. Racial and class exploitation and discrimination work together to enforce the impotence of Asian-American males, who in turn compensate for their disempowerment by exercising their power over Asian-American women. Thus, AsianAmerican women (like other women of color) must struggle not only with their subordinate status in race, ethnic, class, gender, nativity, and nationality-based hierarchies within the dominant society, but also with their marginal positions in respect to the Asian-American community (Thompson 1994) .
The multiple systems of stratification lay the foundation for the uneven distribution of power and scarce resources, creating greater competition for diminishing resources among disempowered communities and the use of dominant-society binary conceptions in legitimizing internal hierarchies. In her recent work on AIDS in the African-American community, Cohen (1999) explains how political agendas and the allocation of resources are shaped by hierarchical relations among the privileged and marginalized within both indigenous communities and the larger context of dominant society. Crenshaw (1989) also argues that the distinct intersectionality of race and gender in black women's experiences has been the basis for their exclusion from legal protection in court cases, which focus on white women's experiences to define gendered discrimination. The means and strategies by which dominant groups exercise their control over underprivileged groups are contingent upon the nature of the marginalized group as well as the broader context. In this vein, Takaki (1990) , Almaguer (1994) , Morris (1999) , and Foley (1997) offer a historical overview on the differential experiences of cultural and structural oppression among America's minority groups, including blacks, Asians, Mexicans, and Native Americans. Groups within racial communities also encounter differential means of oppression, as argued by PattilloMcCoy (1999) on the African-American middle and underclass in Chicago, and by Waters (1994) on Caribbean-born and native-born blacks in New York City. Hence, it would follow that different forms of exploitation produce distinct patterns of adaptations, responses, and challenges from exploited or targeted communities (Thompson 1994; Cohen, 1999) .
Organized around socially constructed bases of hegemony, the multiple structures of social inequality reflect shifts in various hierarchical formations as well as the contexts of time, space, situation, and structure. We suggest that the multiple hierarchical systems of social inequality have undergone several major transformations since the Civil Rights era. Wilson's theorizing about the "declining significance of race" may give us only a limited perspective on racial hegemonic structures, but his insights into the increasing significance of class provide a useful starting point for understanding the new dynamics of racial inequality in postindustrial America. However, as Cohen (1999) reminds us, it is not merely that the structures of class stratification have expanded, but that greater weight has also been placed on other structures of hegemony, such as gender, sexuality, and nativity. Ironically, the essentialization and culturalization of identity politics have been accompanied by the increasing awareness of previously marginal identities rooted in dual or multiple hege. lnonic structures. Perhaps one of Wilson's greatest weaknesses lies in his substitution of one form of essentialism based on race for another based on class. Indeed, with the 1965 passage of the HartsCellars Act, the "race problem" in the United States has been complicated further by the massive influx of immigrants from Asia, Africa, and Latin America into primarily urban areas. The complexity of contemporary hegemonic structures may be attributed partly to the diversification of America's population, characterized by the spatial expansion of social networks and communities, greater heterogeneity in the internal structures of racial communities, differential modes of empowerment from native minority or dominant groups, and increasing sophistication in how raciallethnic groups are excluded from or incorporated into mainstream society (Vigil 1998; Tuan 1998; Zhou 1992) . In the present era, issues of racial or national loyalty, oppression, and collective solidarity are intertwined with questions of multiple identities, transnational and global networks and processes, distinct forms of empowerment and marginalization, and new strategic ways of reinforcing "racial" domination (Ong, Bonacich, and Cheng 1994) . Given the shifting meaning and structures of race, contemporary scholars must focus less on which forms of stratification do or do not exist, and more on how these forms may predominate in certain contexts while continuing to be intertwined with other systems of stratification in others.
Because social inequality in the contemporary era is becoming more complex and ambiguous, scholars must seek new ways of defining, theorizing, and measuring social inequality in its many forms. We must begin to expand our knowledge about the intricacies of stratification systems-how these operate separately and conjointly depending on circumstances and context (Allen, Telles, and Hunter 2000; Thompson 1994 ). The effects of any given hierarchical system cannot be measured by relying solely on traditional quantitative techniques that employ dichotomous understandings of social inequality. Even though advanced quantitative research has long dominated the field (e.g., Blau and Duncan 1967) , race is an ideal example of how such approaches may produce limited perspectives, misinterpretations, and erroneous conclusions. Despite the more tolerant attitudes of whites in recent decades, Bobo and Smith (1998) find that racism has not been eradicated, but rather transformed from blatant ideologies about black inferiority (Jim Crow Racism) and into more subtle ideologies that attribute their condition to cultural deficiencies (Laissez-Faire Racism). While the spector of de jure segregation has been eradicated, the long-term, cumulative -effects of past racial segregation and the continued de facto segregation of urban minority communities compel us to reanalyze traditional notions of racism ( Bonilla-Silva 1996) . A n analysis of residential segregation, social separation, and mobility must consider the heterogeneity of today's communities (e.g., immigrant suburbs, the black middle-class "buffer" areas), the way different hierarchical forces interact (e.g., race, class, gender, and space), the intricate and multilevel nature of social relations and interaction, and the social ties that connect the fate of racial groups (Feagin 1991; Kirschenman and Neckerlnan 1991; Waldinger and Bailey 1991; Waters 1994; Zhou 1992; Massey 1990; Pattillo-McCoy 1999; Omi and Winant 1994; Portes and Rumbaut 1996; Thompson 1994) .
With the introduction of new racial groups that do not fit easily into the black-white framework of racism, the various manifestations and effects of racism become increasingly complex and less clear-cut (Takaki 1990; Foley 1997; Tuan 1998) . Such heterogeneity cannot be captured in traditional quantitative measures that ask direct questions about views on racial issues based on the blatant racism reminiscent of the pre-Civil Rights era (Bonilla-Silva 2000) . In addition, the subtleties of racism, changing orthodoxies, and the new etiquette of race mean that social relations can be understood best through intensive, participatory observation of social interaction and experiences that shape individual and collective status, self-perceptions, social relations, and workplace and institutional experiences (Bonilla-Silva 1996) . Indeed, a growing body of empirical research confirms what "mother wit" and experience had long since revealed to many blacks and other people of color: Racism and racial discrimination continue to shape their day-to-day interactions with whites and white-dominated institutions (e.g., Carroll 1998; Feagin 1991; Feagin and Vera 1995; Feagin and Sikes 1995; Hochschild 1995; Cose 1993; Gwaltney 1993) .
To demonstrate how this plays out, we must examine how race continues significantly to shape class and economic structures. In terms of the African-American communitv, studies con-
tinue to show prevalent income disparities based on race (Darity and Myers 1998; Jaynes and Williams 1989; Farley and Allen 1987) , work-place discrimination (Kirschenman and Neckerman 1991) , educational discrimination (Stanton-Salazar 1997; Allen and Jewel1 1995; Soldrzano and Villalpando 1998) , occupational segregation and mobility (Farley and Allen 1987; Pattillo-McCoy 1999; Waldinger and Bailey 1991; Woo 1985) , and differential wealth (Pattillo-McCoy 1999; Conley 1999; Oliver and Shapiro 1995) . Dependent on black-white paradigms and methods, particularly in the case of Asian Americans and Latinola Americans, contemporary research often fails to uncover new and enduring racial disparities in class and economic structures, choosing instead to herald the coming of a new and assimilated "Model Minority" (Zhou 1992; Tuan 1998; Zia 2000) . In the case of nonblack and nonwhite groups, scholars must expand their framework to consider how these growing racial populations are bound by diverse mechanisms of control (e.g., "glass ceilings" and cultural attacks on racial self-esteem), different economic strategies and -structures (e.g., unpaid family labor and dual wage-earning households), inconsistencies in status and occupation (e.g., occupational segregation and disparities between education achievement and occupational/income status), heterogeneous modes of incorporation (e.g., segmented assimilation), cultural stereotypes that shape public perceptions and behavior (e.g., Model Minority and illegal aliens), international systems of dominance-(global capitalism and geopolitical relationships), and new racialized standards in education and employment (e.g., Asian quotas and ideologies of meritocracy used to pit Asians and Latinolas against blacks) (Portes and Zhou 1992; Zia 2000; Vigil 1998 ).
In addition, the endurance of racial hegelnonic structures cannot be determined by examining "race-only" variables. Race materializes, evolves, and takes effect in interaction with other hegemonic systems. As a result, different combinations of variables (e.g., race and gender) may affect different features of political, economic, social, cultural, and spatial inequality. For example, Xu and Leffler (1992) find that the effects of race and gender vary with the type and combination of occu~ational characteristics examined (i.e., occupational segregation, prestige, or earnings). In a related vein, Cohen (1999) attests to the marginalization of groups within racially oppressed communities in the perception and treatment of AIDS and HIVpositive African Americans. Similarly, Dawson (1995) reveals the complex ways that black political attitudes converge-and diverge-at points dependent on social class and at other points independent of these characteristics, while Thompson (1994) shows how gender, sexual orientation, social class, race, and national origin combine to produce women's subordinate status and to shape their responses. Because the effects of race on other systems (e.g., gender) are multiplicative, scholars must begin to conceptualize and operationalize race within its proper context.
Your Blues Ain't Like My Blues: The Death of Universalism and the Birth of Situated Analysis
This essay reached backward to the nineteenth century and the beginning of sociology as part of an effort to project forward to sociology's future directions in the treatment of race, ethnicity, and inequality. The founders of sociology-Marx, Weber and Durkheim-were largely silent on the specific question of racial inequality. Instead, each preferred to subsume any consideration of racial (and, to a lesser extent, ethnic) inequality under more generalized or "universal" frames for the interpretation of inequality. DuBois, writing from his unique perch as a German-trained sociologist and a black tnan in the United States, challenged their premises. He vigorously proclaimed in response to these colorblind theoreticians, "Your Blues Ain't Like My Blues!" More specifically, DuBois argued that to be truly authentic, the study of social inequality must incorporate race, skin color, and the historical relations between Europeans and nonwhites. DuBois therefore offered a modified perspective that incorporated not just class, status, and power, but also skin color, nationality, and race.
By the middle of the twentieth century, the dominant paradigm guiding the study of social inequality shifted dramatically, driven by the engines of quantitative methods and statistical analysis. Blau and Duncan's (1967) "Occupational Attainment Model" became the gold standard, the accepted orthodoxy, the dominant paradigm for the study of one aspect of social inequality-social stratification. This model provided a parsimonious and empirically testable reflection on the origins of a person's social class status. Supported by powerful statistical machinery, this model ''trumped" the field, pushing other theories to the margins. Much like Marx, Weber, and Durkheim before them, Blau and Duncan (1967) assumed away the relevance of race. We were to believe that the patterns identified would hold equally across race, gender, class, and nation. Theirs was touted as a universal explanation of occupational attainmenteven though the model had been tested using data that foregrounded white male experiences and gave insufficient attention to how being a poor black woman in America profoundly constrained one's possibilities.
At the very moment when Blau and Duncan were reasserting the claims of universalism based in the experiences of European-American males, the voices of other Americans-Americans of different hue, gender, and circumstances-were being raised in protest. O n dusty country roads in the South, on gritty urban street corners in the North, and on pristine campuses all across America, blacks, Latino/as, women, and other marginalized groups demonstrated to reject paradigms that attempted to subjugate their differences and their authenticity to so-called "universal" frames-frames that, in fact, sought to validate the experiences of white males as a proper lens for reading the realities of groups as diverse as black women, poor Latinas, and white lesbians. Simultaneously, scholarship was being produced that also challenged the new orthodoxy of race neutrality (which, in many respects, was little more than the old wine of universalism in new bottles). As we noted, the writings of black women, feminists, and other scholars from marginalized communities proliferated, offering well-considered, thoughtful, provocative rebuttals to the unidimensional worldview of universalism (Ladner 1973 ).
As we look forward, we must also look backward, taking lessons from history. It is simply not acceptable to gloss o17er or attempt to wish away five centuries of European imperialism and colonialism on the international scene, and two centuries of racial slavery followed by a century of Jim Crow segregation/discrimination on the American scene. We must continually be reminded that the exercise of power in this society-indeed, the society's foundational system of social inequality-is tied up in and shaped by multiple systems of stratification, as demonstrated by the persistence of race as the bedrock of our nation's past and present. Certainly, some progress has been made to diminish racial inequality specifically, and the concentrated power of white males more generally. In this respect, the most dramatic and visible progress has been made by white women, various AsianAmerican groups, and middle-class African Americans. However, progress does not signify full liberation-these groups remain mired within more subtle and complex structures of domination that link their fate to the communities and histories from which they emerged. Concealed amid these patterns of sporadic progress is the essentially unchallenged, persistent dominance of white males as power brokers in society, located at the pinnacle of the ladder of social inequality.
The challenge confronting the discipline from this point will come in the search for ways to capture, comprehend, and convey adequately the Zeitgeist whole and the specific pieces of racial inequality in America. More to the point, how can we combine the broader view of universalist perspectives on racial inequality with the richer, more textured and specific perspectives provided by situated analysis? The most creative theorizing about social inequality will likely occur at the point where top-down, deductive theorizing about presumed universals meets bottom-up, inductive theorizing about individual worldviews and experiences. Despite its many layers, recursive relationships, and just plain messiness, this extremely complicated space holds the greatest promise for advancing our understanding of the origins, dynamics, and persistence of racial inequality in twenty-firstcentury America. One can only hope that, once armed with this information, sociologists will recognize the continuing significance of race and move to help abolish racial and ethnic inequities in society-in keeping with the example provided by W.E.B. DuBois, one of the discipline's earliest activist scholars.
